Some of the earliest and best-known theoretical work on the social implications of the Internet focus on interpersonal interactions with other users met online. However, in part because of the difficulty of measuring the level of interactions with others met online, generalizable empirical research on this topic remains limited. In this study, the authors develop a new approach to measuring the degree of online interactions with those not known offline. Next, they test the relationship between these online social interactions and social capital using a probability sample survey of U.S. residents. Contrary to previous empirical investigations, they find that the level of online interaction with people met on the Internet positively relates to common indicators of social capital, such as generalized trust. Finally, they discuss the implications of these results.
. Others suggest that given the inelasticity of time, use of the Internet likely will displace traditional offline social interactions. Several studies demonstrate that the more people use the Internet to view web pages and communicate with previously unknown Internet users, the less they interact with offline friends, family, and other members of their residential community (e.g., Kraut et al., 1998; Nie, 2001; Nie & Erbring, 2000; Nie, Hillygus, & Erbring, 2002) . Still other scholars claim that the Internet neither increases nor decreases social and civic engagement but instead works to supplement it (e.g., Wellman, Boase, & Chen, 2002; Wellman, Quan-Haase, Witte, & Hampton, 2001) .
Whether the Internet replaces traditional communication between friends and family with web surfing and online communication between previously unknown individuals remains unresolved; that many individuals do interact socially with individuals met on the Internet is uncontested. This article focuses on these online interactions. How does online social interaction with people met on the Internet relate to indicators of social capital? The answer to this question moderates the implications of the aforementioned debate about the potential replacement of traditional interpersonal interactions with online interactions. If these online social relations positively relate to common indicators of social capital, then normative concerns about online relations' replacing face-to-face relations would be reduced. However, if these online relations negatively relate to indicators of social capital, then scholars would be doubly concerned with the replacement of existing social relations for Internet ones. Even if a future scholarly consensus is reached maintaining that the Internet does not displace existing social relations with Internet ones, determining the relationship between Internet social relations and social capital should help inform governments, schools, and parents when deciding whether to encourage or discourage engagement in online communities.
Whereas considerable theoretical and qualitative studies debate the nature of these social relations developed online (e.g., Blanchard & Horan, 1998; Henderson & Gilding, 2004; Rheingold, 1993; Turkle, 1995) , little generalizable empirical evidence, with a few notable exceptions (Shah, Kwak, & Holbert, 2001; Uslaner, 2004) , has been brought to bear on the subject. In this article, we begin by outlining these theoretical arguments and reviewing the shortcomings of existing empirical work. Next, we develop a new approach to test the relationship between online social interactions and social capital. Contrary to previous empirical investigations, we find that the level of interaction with people met on the Internet positively relates to common indicators of social capital.
Online Social Interaction and Social Capital
The Internet is a worldwide system of transmission channels that enables connected machines to communicate with one another regardless of their particular configuration. Because of this reach and flexibility, it offers a new forum for social interaction with previously unknown individuals. Crucially for the purposes of this article, some argue that these online social interactions meet the conditions necessary to facilitate the production of social capital (e.g., Ester & Vinken, 2003; Hill & Hughes, 1997; Rheingold, 1993) . First, the Internet offers opportunities for users to develop personal ties with others, even a shared sense of collective identity (Rheingold, 1993; Walthier, 1995) . Services are available for users to repeatedly engage in most forms of social interaction, including commercial exchange, political engagement, recreation, psychological support, and personal companionship. In the process, users can share information, express opinions, make promises, solicit advice, or offer help. Although most online communications are text based, users can still convey a range of emotions from happiness and affection to anger and hostility using a variety of emoticons and formatting techniques (Rice & Love, 1987) .
Second, social structures on the Internet can be closed, facilitating the establishment of effective social norms (Resnick, 2002) . Online networks can be restricted to an identifiable set of users (e.g., Usenet newsgroups, Internet auction sites, organizational mailing lists, and online support groups, to name just a few). In such private spaces, users can develop and prescribe codified routines for participants, which can forge clear expectations about standards of behavior across time (McLaughlin, Osborne, & Smith, 1995) . They can monitor the behavior of others openly, secretly (by lurking in the background or adopting pseudonyms), or indirectly (through information channels in the network). And they can bestow intrinsic (e.g., recognition and status) or extrinsic rewards (e.g., information and social support) on cooperators as well as sanction defectors by expelling them from private spaces, flaming their computers, or disseminating information about their actions throughout the network.
Finally, the Internet permits the expansion of social networks by enabling users to join communities otherwise inaccessible (Wellman, 1997) . And although these online communities likely center on a narrow topic, bringing people together who share at least one common interest, the social diversity found in Internet communities should surpass the diversity found in local clubs or organizations. The reduction of social cues stemming from gender, race, geography, age, physical handicap, physical attractiveness, and socioeconomic status helps level perceived stereotypes and hierarchies as well as moderates the uneasiness that occurs when interacting with strangers (Constant, Kiesler, & Sproull, 1996) . At the same time, though, the reduction of social cues makes it far more difficult to develop the intimacy and confidence necessary to deepen relationships. Therefore, the Internet is more conducive for the development of weak ties rather than strong ties (e.g., Bargh & McKenna, 2004; Blanchard & Horan, 1998; Haythornthwaite, 2002) .
The strength of interpersonal ties has important implications for the expansion of individual supplies of social capital. In his seminal piece, Granovetter (1973) argues that as networks widen, the number of people individuals can trust and reciprocate with grows. Tie strength, though, constrains the ability of networks to expand. As ties strengthen, matching individuals are less likely to possess independent social circles (i.e., people known to one but not the other). Such increasing transitivity diminishes opportunities for individuals to make new contacts and forge new relations. Thus, increasing time spent with strong ties inhibits the expansion of social capital. In contrast, weakly tied pairs are more likely to possess disparate friendship circles, thereby providing opportunities for individuals to expand their networks and develop generalized trust. As a result, individuals more actively pursuing and maintaining weak ties typically possess greater levels of social capital than those limiting their interactions to strong ties.
On balance, these theoretical perspectives suggest an empirical hypothesis about online social interactions and social capital (i.e., generalized trust). Others argue that these online social interactions, generally speaking, do not meet the conditions necessary to produce social capital (e.g., Blanchard & Horan, 1998; Turkle, 1995; Uslaner, 2004) . It is interesting that these pessimistic arguments often draw on similar evidence, albeit with different interpretations of this evidence, to make claims about the nature of online social relations. Two general claims are made that are not necessarily mutually reinforcing. First, online social ties are conceived as weak ties; yet they are too weak to produce gains in social capital. A second line of reasoning suggests that the Internet provides opportunities for community building. Yet because the Internet allows individuals to choose their communities based on topic, activity, or ideology, these communities tend to bring together like-minded people, inhibiting the development of social capital.
First, many agree that individuals who interact socially with others met online may expand their social networks. Even so, these weak ties born on the Internet may not display the minimal conditions necessary to build social capital. The Internet allows users to hide their true identity, and many users exploit this feature to escape their "real world" by interacting online as an alter ego. This anonymity may have benefits, such as removing social barriers attributed to race or age, but because users cannot determine with whom they interact online, users cannot develop interpersonal trust (e.g., Blanchard & Horan, 1998; Shah et al., 2001) . And because many members of online communities are transients, surfing assorted message boards, chat rooms, and other multiuser environments, many users expect not to meet other users again (e.g., Uslaner, 2004) . Because of this transient nature, individuals feel less compelled to reciprocate or act civilly, each core ingredients in the development of social capital. If an online community does impose sanctions for discourteous behavior, the targeted users often can change their screen name (alias) and return to the community reborn. Even in the best-case scenario, where users repeatedly and civilly interact in online communities using their real identity, the geographical distance of users makes online friends unavailable for help in the offline world (e.g., Kraut et al., 1998) . In this way, the geographical diversity of Internet users, rather than opening up new social networks, instead provide little chance for real-world reciprocity.
Second, because online communities have formed around almost every imaginable topic, activity, hobby, or ideology, the Internet allows users control of their social interactions. This control increases homophily. Social interactions online, despite the great diversity of users generally, occur overwhelmingly with people who share interests. On this point, Uslaner (2004) suggests that this homophily negatively affects the production of generalized trust:
There is no way to get from trust in people like yourself to trust in strangers. . . . We may be more willing to make contact with "strangers" in online communities, but are these people we don't know, who may live in another part of the country or even world, really "strangers"? From e-mail (the most widely used part of the Internet) to chat rooms to support groups, going online involves communicating with others. Trust develops between people of divergent backgrounds, whereas the Net excels in bringing together people who already have something in common. (p. 227) Because this perspective assumes that most social interactions born online occur between people with common interests, interacting with others met online should not build social capital.
On balance, these theoretical perspectives suggest an empirical hypothesis about online social interactions and social capital.
Hypothesis 2: The level of online social interaction with others met on the Internet should negatively relate to indicators of social capital.
Previous Empirical Research
Whereas scholars have long debated the nature of online relations (Etzioni & Etzioni, 1997; Rheingold, 1993; Turkle, 1995) , empirical evaluations of the relationship between social capital and interactions with Internet users not known offline remain limited. Kraut and associates (1998) , in their influential 1995 to 1996 panel study of Internet users, incorporate "personal relationships that are formed online" (p. 1021) into their theoretical discussion of the relationship between Internet use and various indicators of social well-being. However, they operationalize Internet communications with family and friends no differently from interactions with acquaintances encountered in network contexts. Two Internet usage variables, the volume of e-mail messages sent and received and the average number of weekly World Wide Web domains accessed, predict a 16-item index of perceived social support. Greater use of the Internet negatively relates to perceived levels of social support. Because they do not differentiate Internet interactions by whether users met online or whether these interactions occurred with offline friends and family, it is impossible to determine the relationship between online relations and social capital.
Shah, Kwak, and Holbert (2001) also incorporate "anonymous socialization" (p. 144) on the Internet into their theoretical discussion of the relationship between Internet usage and social capital. Importantly, they recognize that if the Internet is to become an important variable in research on social capital, as this study suggests it should, then our findings indicate that it must be conceptualized with greater care. . . . Scholars often oversimplify the Internet, typically focusing on hours of use opposed to patterns of use. (pp. 142, 154) Using the DDB Lifestyle Study (Shah et al., 2001 ), a nonprobability marketing survey, two online social interaction measures are used to predict perceptions that most people are honest. The first measure of online social interaction, information exchange (a combination of three dummy variables of whether respondents sent e-mail, searched for information for school, and explored the Internet for a hobby), positively relates to perceptions of honesty. The second measure, social recreation (a combination of two dummy variables: played an online game and participated in a chat room or an online forum), negatively relates to perceptions of honesty. This finding is consistent with their view that interactions with anonymous users are a means of escapism and diversion from "real life." Eric Uslaner ( a range of attitudes and offline behaviors, including interpersonal trust. Although Uslaner does incorporate interactions with previously unknown Internet users into his theoretical model of social capital, he does not incorporate the standard virtuous cycle imagery (e.g., Brehm & Rahn, 1997; Putnam, 2000) . For Uslaner, social interactions, online or offline, generally do not produce social capital. He does, however, suggest that trust shapes interactions; the Internet brings together mistrusting people: "People who make friends online, often anonymously, feel uncomfortable with meeting 'real' strangers" (p. 231). To assess the relationship between social capital and online interactions with previously unknown individuals, he uses three indicators across his models: dummy variables ever visit a chat room, ever meet a new friend online, 2 and ever respond to a stranger's e-mail. Across the models, he generally finds negative relationships between these indicators and interpersonal trust. However, electronic mail interactions often relate positively with trust; he suggests that because people "are most likely to exchange e-mail with people we already know well, e-mail can help foster the 'good Net'" (p. 237).
The conclusions that can be drawn prudently from these studies are remarkably consistent: Communication with other Internet users not known offline negatively relates to indicators of social capital. Despite these notable contributions, we feel scholars should consider these online interactions with previously unknown individuals more closely. All of the studies use data from 1995 to 2000 and typically focus on a broad range of research questions. Even the Uslaner (2004) study, which overcomes many of the problems associated with earlier empirical research, leaves many issues unresolved. In part because Uslaner focuses on a broad range of Internet usage and outcome variables, the measurement of Internet interactions with previously unknown individuals remains blunt. The use of dummy variables to tap interactions with previously unknown individuals cannot gauge the amount of interaction so crucial in theoretical discussions of the production of social capital. Perhaps more problematic, with the exception of the "ever respond to a stranger's e-mail" dummy variable, he explicitly assumes that nearly all electronic mail interactions occur between friends and family known offline (see also Shah et al., 2001) . Similarly, and without any qualification, he assumes all chat room interactions occur between users who did not previously know each other offline (see also Shah et al., 2001 , who make a similar assumption about multiplayer games). Yet some individuals frequently may e-mail other Internet users not known offline, and others may communicate predominantly with offline friends and family in online forums such as multiplayer games and chat rooms. Because Internet services, such as electronic mail and chat room interactions, are not differentiated by the type of individual interacted with, the positive relationship found between electronic mail and interpersonal trust and the negative relationship found between chat room and interpersonal trust may overlook countervailing forces and wash out potential effects.
Research Design
In this study, we attempt to deepen the understanding of online interpersonal interactions and social capital. Using data from a nationally representative sample, we differentiate online interactions by previous acquaintance and test the relationship between these communications and social capital. 
Operationalizing Social Capital
We conceptualize social capital as a multifaceted concept comprising elements of generalized trust, reciprocity, and integrity. Respondents are asked to evaluate whether most people can be "trusted," "expected to return favors," and "expected to do what is right," using 11-point continuous response scales anchored by strongly disagree (coded as 0) and strongly agree (coded as 10). A principal components analysis reveals a single latent dimension underlying these items. 4 We use the resulting factor score as the primary dependent variable in the analysis because they tend to reduce the measurement error in multidimensional concepts. Recognizing that some might consider these items to be distinct components, though, we also independently analyze each item used to generate the factor score.
Operationalizing Internet Interpersonal Interactions
Distinguishing interpersonal interactions on the Internet is no easy task because of the wide range of communicative services available and the variety of objectives for which each can be used. To measure time spent online with people previously known and unknown offline, we begin by gauging how many hours a week Internet users independently use e-mail, instant messaging, multiplayer games, message boards, and chat rooms. If respondents indicate they use a particular interactive service, we immediately follow up with a question asking how much of the time they use the service (e.g., e-mail, chat room, instant messaging, message boards, or multiplayer games) with people they had never met face to face: all, most, about half, some, or none of the time. We then multiply the time spent using each service by the proportion of time spent with people met on the Internet to calculate the number of hours spent with existing ties and new ties.
5 These measures are summed across all interactive services, and their natural logarithm is taken to correct the right-side skewness that emerges and to ensure normalized distributions. This process produces two variables: (a) time spent with existing face-to-face relations and (b) time spent with new online relations.
Controls
We add a set of controls to rule out alternative explanations. In the offline environment, social capital researchers have long highlighted the importance of involvement in formal community activities and informal socializing. Adopting this approach, we assess the extent of generally weak face-to-face relations by measuring the frequency of participation in club and church activities. Club participation is gauged by asking respondents how often they went to "group meetings of organizations like fraternal groups, community groups, school groups or civic groups-more than once a week, once a week, almost every week, once or Best, Krueger / Online Interactions and Social Capital 401 twice a month, a few times a year, or never?" We tap church participation by asking respondents how often they attended "religious services, meetings, or gatherings other than weddings and funerals," using the same 6-point scale. To assess the extent of strong face-to-face relations, we include measures for family proximity, marital status, and parenthood. Family proximity is estimated by a question asking, "Approximately how many of your total friends and family live within your community-all, most, about half, some, or none?" Dummies are created to differentiate whether respondents are married and whether they are parents.
Television viewership is often viewed as a competitor to social capital, so we include the natural logarithm of the number of hours spent watching television on a typical day. We incorporate a variable measuring crime victimization to capture the likely drop in social capital associated with suffering from a criminal violation. Internet access taps whether online users, regardless of usage patterns, are systematically more likely to possess greater stocks of social capital. Years of Internet use assesses the effects of online experience, whereas a dummy indicating a broadband connection controls for the impact of computing capacity. Nonsocial interactive web use assesses time spent using noncommunicative features of the World Wide Web (e.g., searching and downloading content) by computing the natural logarithm of the average number of weekly hours spent visiting web sites. 6 Finally, demographic measures evaluating the role of age, education, income, gender, Southern residency, 7 and minority status round out the model. 
Methods
We begin by considering the univariate distribution of the two components used to create the online interpersonal interaction measure. If a need exists for this compound measurement technique, then within each service (e.g., e-mail, multiplayer game, etc.) we should find nontrivial proportions of users who use the service (a) mostly to interact with those met online, (b) mostly to interact with previously know individuals, (c) at high rates, and (d) at low rates. Next, to gauge the relationship between online interactions and social capital, we regress (using ordinary least squares [OLS] regression) the social capital factor score on time spent online with people previously known offline, people met online, and the control measures (family proximity, marital status, parenthood, club participation, church participation, television viewership, crime victimization, Internet access, noninteractive web use, years of Internet use, broadband connection, race, education, income, Southern residency, gender, and minority status). We then judge whether time spent with people met online positively or negatively relates to social capital by examining the sign and significance of the unstandardized coefficients. Next, we compare the standardized beta coefficients to assess the magnitude of this relationship. After estimating the relationship of these variables to the latent factor score, we rerun the analysis by regressing (using OLS regression) the individual components of the factor-trust, reciprocity, and integrity-on the same set of variables. Table 1 reports the hours per week that users of electronic mail, instant messaging, message boards, multiplayer games, and chat rooms spend using each service. Overall, the results reported in Table 1 demonstrate the considerable variance between individuals' level of service use. From one quarter (e-mail) to nearly one half (multiplayer game) of users report 1 hour or less per week using the services. The percentage of heavy users, 10 who spend at least 5 times the amount of hours using the service, compares in size to these light users. Forty-four percent of electronic mail, 31% of multiplayer game, 28% of instant messaging, 27% of chat room, and 20% of message board users spend 5 or more hours per week using the respective service. If the level of use is important, as we argue, then these disparate usage patterns suggest that simply grouping individuals by whether they have ever used the service merges individuals with dramatically different levels of exposure.
Although important to demonstrate, the finding that individuals use services at varying levels is unremarkable. More contestable is our argument that to determine the level of interactions with people met online, scholars cannot simply assume that all e-mail interactions occur between previously known individuals and all chat room and multiplayer game interactions occur between unknown individuals. Instead, we expect that even within these services, individuals interact with different types of people at varying levels. Some individuals may never communicate with people met online via e-mail, others may have few offline friends connected to the Internet and therefore use e-mail predominantly with users met online, others may play multiuser online games only with friends from school, and still others may seek out new friends in online communities to play these same games. Table 2 reports the percentage of electronic mail, instant messaging, message board, multiplayer game, and chat room users who spend none, some, about half, most, and all of their time using these services to interact with individuals met online. Overall, the distributions reported in Table 2 demonstrate the problems with relying solely on the type of Internet service as a proxy for online interactions with previously known and unknown individuals. To be sure, expected tendencies do emerge, but they fall far short of overwhelming uniformity. Approximately 50% of electronic mail users and 75% of instant messaging users report none of their interactions occur with other users met online. Not surprising, chat room, multiplayer game, and message board users report a higher percentage of interactions with previously unknown individuals. Approximately 56% of message board users, 50% of multiplayer game users, and 55% of chat room users report half or more of their interactions occur with those met online. Even so, 28%, 36%, and 27% of message board, multiplayer game, and chat room users, respectively, report never interacting Best, Krueger / Online Interactions and Social Capital 403 The dimensions of service use (amount and type of interaction) are combined to create the two online social interaction variables. Table 3 shows the relationship between these two variables and social capital. Time spent on the Internet with existing offline ties is unrelated to the measure of social capital, yielding a coefficient that is statistically insignificant ( p = .99). Time spent with new online ties positively predicts social capital and can be confidently differentiated ( p < .05). Everything else equal, users who spend more time on the Internet with previously unknown people display higher levels of social capital. Moreover, the magnitude of this relationship is not trivial. The third column of Table 3 reports the standardized OLS coefficients, permitting an assessment of the relative magnitude of each variable in the model. It shows that interactions among those met online relate to social capital with comparable magnitude to two classic measures of civic engagement, club and church involvement. These results persist even after controlling for other aspects of Internet use: time spent surfing the web, possession of a broadband connection, and years of Internet experience.
To ensure that these results are not a function of the way the dependent variable is operationalized, Table 4 presents the analysis of each component of the social capital factor score. The results from the factor-score model largely coincide with the results from the single-indicator models of generalized trust, reciprocity, and integrity.
11 Importantly, time spent with new online relations is a significant positive predictor of generalized trust and integrity; the time spent with new online relations coefficient in the generalized reciprocity model has the expected positive sign and approaches statistical significance (p = .17).
Discussion
Taken as a whole, these results offer generalizable empirical evidence in support of the positive view of online relations; indicators of social capital positively relate to the level of interaction with people met on the Internet. Considered from the virtuous cycle perspective, these results challenge previous findings that suggest Internet interactions do not generate social capital. Although online social interactions likely do not produce strong connections that elicit intense loyalty, these results do suggest that they foster connections critical to expanding networks and producing residuals such as generalized trust.
12 Moreover, social capital relates similarly to both online interactions and traditional face-to-face interactions (club and church participation). This suggests that even if the Internet does displace existing face-to-face relations, as some claim, levels of social capital should not markedly be affected as long as individuals use the medium to make new online relations rather than simply surf the web. Much of this article's innovation centers on the refined measurement of online social interactions. Most crucially, this new operationalization of online interactions differs from previous efforts in that it avoids assuming that using a particular service equals interacting with either previously known (e.g., electronic mail) or unknown individuals (e.g., chat room). As our results show, about half of electronic mail users interact with users met online at least some of the time, and large minorities of chat room users (approximately one fourth) and multiplayer game users (approximately one third) never interact with those met online. This measurement strategy, which separates interactions with previously known individuals from interactions with those met on the Internet, may help explain our results.
Because friends and family are primarily strong ties, these interactions should promote robust social support but, as our results suggest, should not increase generalized trust, integrity, and reciprocity. Conversely, when individuals interact with others met on the Internet, they Best, Krueger / Online Interactions and Social Capital 405 perhaps connect by a shared political ideology, hobby, sports team, or other interest but, given the geographic reach and anonymous nature of the medium, also likely differ substantially in other important ways. Accordingly, the Internet helps bring people together who otherwise would not connect in the real world. And because the anonymous nature of the medium generally should inhibit the development of strong ties but promote weak ties, these new online social interactions, as our results imply, should increase generalized trust, integrity, and reciprocity. Insofar as these indicators of social capital lubricate future social interactions, we would expect online interactions indirectly to help overcome societal-wide, collective action problems.
13
We view the relationship between social interactions and social capital through the lens of the virtuous cycle imagery and agree with Brehm and Rahn (1997) , who find that the dominant direction of this connection runs from social interactions to social capital. Even so, we make no hard claims about the causal direction of the relationship found in this study. Others, most notably Uslaner (2004) these interactions do not produce residuals in the form of social capital. Specifically, he suggests that the Internet brings together mistrusting people who otherwise would feel uncomfortable meeting strangers face-to-face. Interpreting our results from this framework, our results suggest that the Internet generally brings together trusting people. Therefore, even if one views social interaction as incapable of producing social capital, our findings imply at least that online communities are not a haven of the misanthropic. Although we find our operationalization of online interactions more compelling than previous attempts, clearly more research is needed to disentangle the relationship between online interactions and social capital. In particular, the method used to calculate time spent online with existing face-to-face and new online relations deserves further consideration. Not only do we rely on respondent recall of the number of hours of service use, but we also ask participants to recall the proportion of time spent with people never met face-to-face. Both of these techniques are susceptible to measurement error, even if the resultant measure demonstrates considerable construct validity and we have no theoretical reason to suspect these mistakes are not randomly distributed. Nonetheless, future research profitably could employ alternative measurement approaches, such as time diaries or network analysis. Despite these calls for further refinements and extensions, this work should demonstrate that to understand the relationship between social capital and interpersonal interactions with new online ties, scholars must endeavor to measure these interactions with greater precision.
Notes
1. Robert Putnam (2000) refers to this as the virtuous social capital cycle; Brehm and Rahn (1997) demonstrate that the impact of interpersonal engagement on social capital exceeds the impact of social capital on interpersonal engagement (but see Jennings & Stoker, 2004 , who find that the dominant direction runs from social capital to engagement).
2. Coget, Yamauchi, and Suman (2002) also rely on an "ever met a new friend online" dummy variable. However, unlike Uslaner (2004) , they do not assess generalized trust but, instead, loneliness. They find that those who have ever made a new friend online, everything else equal, are lonelier than those who have never met a new friend online. Similar to Uslaner's measure, their measure suffers in that it does not tap the level of social interaction. Moreover, the dummy friend measure excludes all online social interaction with people met on the Internet who are not considered friends (a high threshold to pass). Given that the medium tends to produce weak ties, we expect that most survey respondents would only give the friend designation to a small fraction of total new online acquaintances.
3. The response rate (41.4%) falls within the current normal range. Moreover, recent research suggests that lower response rates do not necessarily yield lower quality data. Keeter, Miller, Kohut, Groves, and Presser (2000) compared identical surveys collected with different levels of effort that produced 60.6% and 36.0% response rates, respectively: Across 91 comparisons, no difference exceeded 9 percentage points and the average difference was about 2 percentage points. . . . Very few significant differences were found on attention to media and engagement in politics, social trust and connectedness, and most social and political attitudes, including even those toward surveys. (p. 125) 4. A principle components analysis reveals a single underlying component (eigenvalue = 2.02). Each variable loads highly on that component (trust = .88, reciprocity = .73, integrity = .84). Moreover, an additional reliability test indicates the appropriateness of combining these items (alpha coefficient = .87).
5. We assigned a multiplier of 1.00 for all, .75 for most, .50 for half, .25 for some, and .00 for no time spent with people who were previously unknown face to face. 7. Nine of the 10 states with the lowest levels of social capital are Southern (Putnam, 2000) . 8. The following question wording is used to assess the respondents' demographics:
age: "In what year were you born?" education: "What is the highest grade in school, or level of education, that you've completed and got credit for?" married: "Are you currently married, widowed, divorced, separated, or have you never been married?" income: "For classification purposes only, is the total yearly income of all the members of your family now living at home less than $25,000; $25,000 to less than $50,000; $50,000 to less than $75,000; $75,000 to less than $100,000; $100,000 or more?" minority status: "What racial or ethnic group would you most identify yourself with?" Southern residency was determined by the physical location of the telephone number. Gender was recorded by the interviewer.
9. We also use an ordered logistic estimator. The substantive conclusions are the same. Therefore, we report the ordinary least squares results to ease comparison across the models.
10. Others designate as heavy users those who report using the medium at least 5 hours per week (see Nie, Hillygus, & Erbring, 2002) .
11. Although we do not intend to post hoc theorize outside of the developed theoretical framework, the few differences between the single-indicator models and factor-score model deserve some attention. Of the 57 coefficients in the single-indicator models, 49 either share the same sign and basic significance level of the coefficients in the factor-score model or, like the factor-score model, cannot be differentiated confidently from zero. Of the 8 that differ, 5 display the same sign but do not surpass conventional thresholds of statistical significance, which means we do not have at least 90% confidence that they differ from zero in the population. Given that factor scores tend to reduce measurement error and hence, tend to shrink standard errors, the finding that some coefficients in the single-indicator model do not surpass conventional levels of significance should not surprise. Therefore, three anomalous coefficients remain unexplained.
The parent coefficient is negative but not statistically significant in the factor-score model; in the generalized reciprocity model, the parent coefficient is negative and statistically significant. This result indicates that parents with children living at home, compared to nonparents, display lower levels of generalized reciprocity but not lower levels of generalized trust and integrity. Perhaps this finding can be explained by observing the volunteering patterns at public school functions. The same few parents seem to work each event; those who do volunteer learn quickly that a large pool of other volunteers is not waiting in turn to cover future events. This is not a matter of trust or integrity but principally of reciprocity. Finally, the age coefficient, although positive and insignificant in the factor-score model, does achieve statistical significance in both the generalized reciprocity and generalized integrity models. More intriguing, the signs of these two significant coefficients differ. Age negatively relates to generalized reciprocity and positively relates to generalized integrity. Although we do not have a reasonable story to explain this anomaly, this finding might suggest that younger and older generations differently interpret the meaning of generalized reciprocity and integrity.
12. To be sure, our data do not provide enough leverage to claim causality. Instead, the evidence presented in this article is consistent with, rather than a confirmatory test of, the virtuous cycle theoretical perspective.
13. However, the generalized trust, reciprocity, and integrity produced on the Internet may not lubricate social interactions in the offline environment. This possibility remains untested in the current scholarly literature. Researchers profitably may consider whether the portion of social capital produced through online social interactions and the portion of social capital produced through offline social interactions similarly relates to subsequent offline social interactions. Of course, this research question is beyond the scope of our data, requiring a time series component to the research design.
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